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Application No. 
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Applicant(s) 

PAZ ET AL. 

Examiner 

Kristie Shingles 

Art Unit 

2141 



- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 
Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

I) 13 Responsive to comnnunication(s) filed on 18 March 2005 . 
2a)\3 This action is FINAL. 2b)S This action is non-final. 

3) n Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11 , 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) 13 Claim(s) 31-44 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) n Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) [3 Claim(s) 31-44 is/are rejected. 
?)□ Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) 0 Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) 0 The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)n The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)n accepted or b)n objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet{s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

II) 0 The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action orfomn PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 1 9 

12)13 Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or (f). 
aM Ail b)n Some * c)^ None of: 

1 .M Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2.n Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 


3.n Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 


Attachment(s) 

1) S Notice of References Cited {PTO-892) 

2) n Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) 

3) K Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO-1449 or PTO/SB/08) 

Paper No(s)/Mall Date 3/05 & 4/05 . 


4) n Interview Summary (PTO-413) 

Paper No(s)/Mail Date. . 

5) □ Notice of Informal Patent Application (PTO-152) 

6) □ Other: . 


U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 

PTOL-326(Rev. 1-04) 


Office Action Summary 


Part of Paper No./Mail Date 20050608 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

Per Applicant 's Request for Continued Examination: Applicant has amended claims 31-36. 

Claims 31-44 are pending. 

Response to Arguments 

1. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 31 and 36 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

2. The information disclosure statements (IDS) submitted on 3/18/2005 and 4/26/2005 are 
in compliance with the provisions of 37 CFR 1.97. Accordingly, the information disclosure 
statements are being considered by the Office. Initialed and dated copies of Applicant's IDS 
1449 forms are attached to the instant Office action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless ~ 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or 
on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 
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4. Claims 36-38 and 41-43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Hooper et al (USPN 5,493,638). 

a. Per claim 36, Hooper et al teach a compression-modified software that generates 
at least one display to be viewed, comprising: one or more computer readable media having 
stored thereon: 

• a program that when running at a server generates a display representing a user 
interface for viewing at a remote chent as a compressed video stream (coL2 Unes 
37-57, coL4 line 3-col.5 line 41, col.8 lines 9-65 and col. 12 lines 7-67; server 
generates the remote display of the graphical interface for remote client viewing 
of the compressed video stream); and 

• a compression-responsive module that when running at a server receives an 
indication of one or more restrictions related to compression of said display and 
which controls said module to generate said display responsive to said indication, 
wherein said display is modified relative to a display generated without said 
restrictions in order to meet said one or more restrictions when creating a 
compressed video stream of said display to be sent to said remote client (col. 5 line 
17-C01.6 line 5, col. 6 line 54-col.7 line 65 and col. 12 lines 7-67; provision for 
MPEG compression of the video data stream — a frame display controller and 
authoring process control the modifications of the compressed video frames for 
display at the remote client) 

b. Per claim 37, Hooper et al teach software according to claim 36, wherein said 
indication comprises a message from a computer on which said software is executed (col. 3 line 
31-C01.4 line 2). 

c. Per claim 38, Hooper et al teach software according to claim 36, wherein said 
indication comprises a configuration file (col. 7 lines 28-col.8 Une 18; parameter file). 

d. Per claim 41, Hooper et al teach software according to claim 36, wherein said 
modified display is modified to reduce required for compression (col. 6 Une 69-col.7 line 33 and 


col. 7 line 57-col.8 line 8). 
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e. Per claim 42, Hooper et al teach software according to claim 36, wherein said 
display is modified by moving at least one object, relative to its display location for a non- 
compressed display (col. 3 line 31-col.4 line 24). 

f Per claim 43, Hooper et al teach software according to claim 36, wherein said 
display is modified utilizing a different object for a compressed display than for a non- 
compressed (col.2 line 48-coL4 line 7 and col. 5 line 64-col.7 line 45). 


Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 31, 34, 35 and 44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hooper et al (USPN 5,493,638) in view oiBeranek et al (USPN 6,226,642). 


a. Per claim 31, Hooper et al teach a software program, comprising: one or more 
computer readable media having stored thereon: 

• a restriction module that when running at a server receives one or more 
restrictions defining one or more limitations imposed by a compression method to 
be used in generating a display representing a user interface for viewing at a 
remote cUent as a compressed video stream (col.2 lines 37-57, col. 4 line 3-col.5 
line 41, col. 8 lines 9-65 and col. 12 lines 7-67; server generates the remote display 
of the graphical interface for remote client viewing of the compressed video 
stream); and 

• a design module that when running at the server, lays out one or more display 
elements for said user interface, responsive to said received one or more 
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limitations in order to meet said one or more limitations when creating a 
compressed video stream of said display to be sent to said remote client (col. 5 line 
17-C01.6 line 5, col.6 line 54-col.7 line 65 and col. 12 lines 7-67; provision for 
MPEG compression of the video data stream — a frame display controller and 
authoring process control the modifications of the compressed video frames for 
display at the remote client) 

Yet Hooper et al fail to explicitly teach a software program for WWW page 
design, wherein the generation of a display represents a user interface for one or more WWW 
pages. However, Beranek et al disclose dynamically controlling and modifying Web content 
prior to its display in a browser at a cUent side Web appliance display device (Abstract and col. 2 
line 19-col.41ine 8). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Hooper et al and Beranek et al for the purpose 
of including the generation of WWW pages in the display of video stream data from a server; 
because it would be obvious to extend the access and modification of video data to include 
WWW pages from a server over a network, since the WWW pages are sources and references of 
retrievable and displayable data in a network or over the Internet. 

b. Claim 44 is substantially similar to claims 3 1 and 34 is therefor rejected under the 
same basis. 

c. Per claim 34, Hooper et al and Beranek et al teach the software according to 
claim 31, Beranek et al ftirther teach the software wherein said one or more computer readable 
media have stored thereon an automated WWW page generator for a WWW server (col.2 lines 
37-62 and col.3 lines 39-63). 
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d. Per claim 35, Hooper et al and Beranek et al teach the software according to 
claim 34, Hooper et al further teach the software comprising a communication module for 
receiving said one or more restrictions fi*om a server associated with said compression (col. 2 
lines 37-57, col.4 line 3-col.5 line 41, coL8 lines 9-65 and col. 12 lines 7-67). 

7. Claim 32 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hooper et al 
(USPN 5,493,638) and Beranek et al (USPN 6,226,642) in view of Higashida (USPN 
5,990,976). 

Per claim 32, Hooper et al and Beranek et al teach the software program of claim 3 1 as 
applied above, yet fail to explicitly teach the software according to claim 31, wherein said one or 
more restrictions include a block size definition. However, Higashida discloses implementation 
of various compression methods, where at least one comprises restrictions and transforms 
realized through compression blocks and variable-length encoding (col. 3 line 27-col.4 line 67, 
col.5 line l-col.6 line 67 and colli line 57-col.l2 line 19). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Schaphorst et al and Higashida for the purpose of 
inclusion of various compression techniques, encompassing those with block-size transform 
definitions; because it would extend the system's ftinctionality and usability beyond the limited 
capacity of a single compression method. 

8. Claims 33, 39 and 40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hooper et al (USPN 5,493,638) and Beranek et al (USPN 6,226,642) in view of Anigbogu et al 
(USPN 6,021,198). 
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a. Per claim 39, Hooper et al teach software according to claim 36 as applied 
above, yet fail to distinctly teach the software, wherein said modified display is modified to meet 
a bandwidth requirement. However, Anigbogu et al disclose a means for compressing a file 
based on the physical bandwidth, capabilities of the receiving devices and the degree of 
compressibility (coL4 lines 13-col.5 line 3). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Schaphorst et al and Anigbogu et al for the 
purpose of making the bandwidth limitations and requirements readily known to prevent the 
system from experiencing transmission delays and bottlenecks due to the various types of 
compression techniques useable on the data. This would therefore allow for efficient bandwidth 
allocation and balancing across the different devices in communication with the system. 

b. Claims 33 and 40 are substantially similar to claim 33 and are therefore rejected 
under the same basis. 

Conclusion 

9. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure: Geshwind (USPN 6,507872), Rosin et al (USPN 6,397,387), Kamada (USPN 
6,622,306), Mighdoll et al (USPN 6,311,197), Lewis (USPN 5,564,001) and Lin et al (USPN 
6,381,748). 
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10. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kristie Shingles whose telephone number is 571-272-3888. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 8:30-6:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Rupal Dharia can be reached on 571-272-3880. The fax phone nuniber for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

* Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Kristie Shingles 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2141 
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